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REMARKS ^V/AILABtE COPY 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims I 4-9 12 1Q 9i ™ „ 
15-19 under 35 USC 102, and claims 1 4-9 2 16 21^ ^ n * ^ 

wT and 25-30 underBSUSC 103. Tnese 

inclu. ^ la 7 7 ' 16 ' 23 ' 24 - d ^Wbee„ amended. Claim 24 in pabular was amended to 

Tet , r M "' J 12 " 19 ' and21 ^ 1 -^intheapplication. Reconsideration of 

the apphcation is respectfully requested based on the following remarks. 

It should be noted that the outstanding office action is incomplete. The Examiner failed 

Bnmker> was never cited in the Examiner's 892 forms or the Applicant's 1449 forms The 
undersigned tried to resolve me issue by contacting the Examiner, but the call was not returned 
by the date of this filing. Furthermore, a quick search of the name "Brunker" on the USPTO 
search page brought back about 50 references making it nearly impossible to identify the correct 
reference. As a result of not having the reference in hand, the Applicant has not responded to 
any of the rejections using "Brunker .» If the Examiner provides the U.S. Patent Number and 
decides to maintain his rejections in subsequent action, it is believed that a new non final office 
action should be issued as this will be a first rejection on the merits. 

Claim Rejections ~ 35 USC 112 

Claims 1, 4-9, 12-19, 21-30 have been rejected under 35 US.C 112, first paragraph, 
as failing to comply with the enablement requirement. 

The Applicant respectfully disagrees with the rejection and maintains the arguments 
presented in the previous responses. For clarity of this response, they are not reproduced herein. 

Claim Rejections - 3S USC 102 

Claims 16-19 have been rejected under 35 USC 102(b) as being anticipated by Shi 
(2001/0053630) and by Brunker (???). 
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y responas t0 ™ rejection associated with S7w. 

f 0 nnin^n traStt0 ^ ,Claim 16 ^ ^ ^ d ^> the outer sheHs 

^^P-e^oftheDCc^ 

fomung a second power line of the DC connector arrangement when mated » Whfle^mav 

dtscloselatcheslI^contactstabsllSandhol^io. ™„ "' WhdeShima y 

«ce> raos i 15 and holes 12% Shi does not teach or suggest a DC 

connector arrangement let alone one with an outer shell that is a r^ power line and an inner 

electrode that is a second power line. Shi is a USB connector, and USB connectors are not set up 

this way. Accordingly, the rejection is unsupported by the art and should be withdrawn. 

Although the rejections to the dependent claims should be withdrawn for at least the 
reasons mentioned above, it should be noted that they offer additional language that is 
unsupported by the art. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC 103 

Claims 1, 4-10, 21, 22 and 23 have been rejected under 35 UJS.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Akama (6,439,928). 



In contrast to Akama, claim 1 (and its dependents) specifically requires, "...the inner 
electrode having redundant power contacts ...» While Akama may disclose ground contact 
elements 3 1 2 and 322, Akama does not teach or suggest power contacts. In Akama, the ground 
contact elements are used as a shield to reduce a cross lalk between two parallel pairs of signal 
contact elements (see for example CoL !, lines 56-58). The ground contacts do not carry 
electrical current for powering electronic devices as in the present invention. Accordingly, the 
rejection is unsupported by the art and should be withdrawn. 

Claim 7 
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la contrast to Akcana, claim 7 (and its dependents) specifically reouir^ « ,k « , 

~ *. rejection is unsup^ by „ ^ ^ be 

Also in congest «„ ^ cMm 7 (and itJ ^ , 

jack coimactor and plug connector include insulating body 3 13 and insulating body 323 ' 
respectively. This ia opposite fte reaebing of claim 7. Accordingly, the rejection is uu^pporred 
by the art and should be withdrawn. 

Also in contrast to Akama, claim 7 (and its dependents) S pecifi C ally requires " A DC 
Plug for insertion into the DC receptacle at only 0 and 180 degrees..." Akama is completely 
silent to 0 and 180 orientations. Furthermore, the connector consists of multiple signal contact 
elements that are not believed to be interchangeable and thus the connector would not work in 
muluple orientations. Accordingly, the rejection is unsupported by the art and should be 
withdrawn. 

Claim 21 

In contrast to Akama, claim 21 (and its dependents) specifically requires, «.. .the coupling 
between the insertion element and the receiving element allowing DC transmissions to occur 
between the DC plug and the DC receptacle .... at least a portion of the corresponding contacts 
being power contacts for allowing DC power transmission to occur between the DC receptacle 
andDCplug" Again, Akama only teaches ground contact elements. Accordingly, the rejection 
is unsupported by the art and should be withdrawn. 

Also in contrast to Akama, claim 21 (and its dependents) specifically requires, ". ..the 
insertion and receiving elements having a small axial contact distance between about 3 and about 
4 mm in order to minimize the insertion extraction force found between the insertion and 
receiving elements." Akama is completely silent to reduced axial contact distances. 
Accordingly, the rejection is unsupported by the art and should be withdrawn. 
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Also in —Muta^ CIaim 21 (amf ta 

the rejection is unsupported by the art and should be withdrawn. 

Although the rejections to the dependent claims should be withdraw for at least the 
reasons mentioned above, it should be noted that they offer additional language that is 
imsupported by the art. 

Claim 26 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Shi in 
view otBrunker. 

As mentioned above, the Brunker reference was not provided in the outstanding office 
action and therefore this section only responds to the rejection associated with Shi. 

In contrast to Shi, claim 26 (and its dependents) specifically requires, - . .a pair of holding 
flexures in an opposed relationship on the sides of the DC receptacle and a pair of recesses in an 
opposed relationship on the sides of me DC plug.. . a first pair of contact flexures on the top of 
the DC receptacle and a second pair of contact flexures on the bottom of the DC receptacle, the 
first and second pairs of contact flexures being in opposed relationship. . » While Shi may 
disclose latches 1 13 and holes 12' as weU as contact tabs 1 15, Shi does not teach or suggest the 
arrangement described in the claim. In particular, Shi only teaches two small contact tabs and no 
elements positioned on the sides. Accordingly, the rejection is unsupported by the art and 
should be withdrawn. 

Claims 7, 8, 9, 12, 13 and 30 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Inaoka (5,380,225) in view of Akama. 

Inaoka does not overcome the deficiencies of Akama. 

Like Akama, Inaoka does not teach or suggest, "... the first and second lateral redundant 
contacts being configured to transmit DC power ..." as required by claim 7. Inaoka is 
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completely silent to transmitting DC power F„rf)™. u 

cross ^ ^ ^ ^tZTT teaChK 

^ ♦ ♦ o . cements 3a the contacts can be presumed to be sieral 

contacts. S lg nal contacts and power contacts are not the same :hing . A cco r dJ y J^ ctio 
is unsupported by the art and should be withdrawn. ccordmgly, the reject** 

Like Akama, Inaoka does not teach or suggest " a r>r i 
conductor a Dr n ,, M •■ rsu ggest, . . .a DC receptacle comprising an outer 

"*^*1>C P^g compnsmg outer conductor that electrically mates with the outer 
conductor of the DC receptacle . „■ as quired by claim 7. While W may disclose a jack 
andplugconnecto./^doesnotteachor suggest outer conductors. In mej U 
connector and plug connectors include ahousing 2 and 2a, respectively, formed from an 
msulaung material (see Col. 2 lines 31 and 40-41). Tbis is opposite the teaching of claim 7 
Accordingly, me rejection is unsupported by the art and should be withdrawn. 

Furthermore, Inaoka does not teach or suggest , «... A DC plug for insertion into the DC 
receptacle at only 0 and 180 degtee...." as required by claim 7. Inaoka is completely silent to 0 
and 1 80 orientations. For one, he does not mentioned such a feature. For another, he does not 
show a full view of the connector only a broken view and therefore he does not show such a 
feature. As such, the Examiner cannot assert such a feature is taught. Furthermore the 
connector consists of multiple signal contact elements that are not believed to be interchangeable 
and thus the connector would not work in multiple orientations. Accordingly, the rej ection is 
unsupported by the art and should be withdrawn. 

AJthough the rejections to the dependent claims should be withdrawn for at least the 
reasons mentioned above, it should be noted that they offer additional language that is 
unsupported by the art 

Claims 1, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 14, 15, 16, 21, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29 and 30 have been rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Davis (5,295,843) in view o/Brunker and 
ShL 

As mentioned above, the Bnmker reference was not provided in the outstanding office 
action and therefore this section only responds to the rejection associated with Davis and Shi. 

Claim 1 
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outer ^7 *° Davis and Shi, claim 1 (and itt ^ 

^M yMMB!I10 ^ d^fotcebe^eentneDC connect „ B J 
^c* are c^ete* ^ „ reduMd ^ ^ dtemces 

•heteby .naldng the axial contec, distance of 4c connector longer. Accordingly, the rejection is 
unsupported by the art and should be withdrawn. 



Claim 7 

In contrast to both references, claim 7 (and its dependents) specifically requires « the 
juxtaposed contacts including a single center signal contact. . » No such feature is taught in 
either reference. Accordingly, the rejection is unsupported by the art and should be withdrawn. 

Also in contrast to both references, claim 7 (and its dependents) specifically requires, 
"...wherein the center signal contact of the DC plug mates with the center signal contact of the 
DC receptacle in both the 0 and 1 80 degree orientations in order to establish the only signal line 
of the DC connector arrangement. . ." No such feature is taught in either reference. Accordingly, 
the rejection is unsupported by the art and should be withdrawn. 

Also in contrast to both references, claim 7 (and its dependents) requires mating lateral 
redundant power contacts in both the 0 and 1 80 degree orientations in order to establish the first 
power line of the DC connector arrangement and mating outer shells in both the 0 and 1 80 
degree orientations in order to establish the second power line of the DC connector arrangement 
No such feature is taught in either reference. Accordingly, the rejection is unsupported by the art 
and should be withdrawn. 

Claim 16 
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Davis does not overcome the deficiencies n f <?*,„• ^, 
teaches or suggests" the de * cien ™s ^Sh as mentioned above. Neither reference 

arrant 7T ' " * ** ^ ^ ° f * e connector 

arrangement whenmated, the inner electrodes forming a second power line of the DC co nn ^ 
™"-ed.^^ 

the art and should be withdrawn. "supported by 

Claim 21 

M contrast to W and flfc claim 21 (and its dependents) specifically requires, « the 
msernon element being configured for only 0/180 degree insertion into the receiving element 
wlnle proving the same functionality from both positions..." Ski only discloses a USB 
connector with single polarity (e.g., only can be connected one way) and Davis is completely 
silent to multiple insertion positions and providing the same functionality from multiple 
posmons. Although it appears to the Examiner that the connector of Davis may be engaged at 0 
and 180, it should be emphasized that the functionality of the connector is not 0/180 symmetric 
and therefore the connector would fail if engaged in a second orientation (eg. it doesn't provide 
the same functionality from two positions). 

In Davis, the connector includes three pairs of contacts 4/5, each of which are connected 
to a different pair of twisted pair wires. As is well known, each twisted pair typically has a 
different functionality associated therewith. For example, one pair may be for receiving signals, 
one pan- for transmitting signals, and an one pair may be reserved or unused. If the connector 
was rotated 180 degrees from its normal operating position, the functionality of each of the 
contacts would be mixed up. For example, the left side contact of one connector wouldnot 
engage the corresponding left side contact of the other connector but rather the right side contact 
of the other connector. As a result, the connection would fail or not function properly As 
should be appreciated, this clearly teaches against one of the main embodiments of the present 
mvention, which is to allow multiple mating orientations, and more particularly 0/1 80 degree 
orientations while providing the same functionality at both portions. The same arguments can 
be made for the contacts of Ski. Accordingly, the rejection is unsupported by the art and should 
be withdrawn. 
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Also in contrast 
u .. .the insertion and 
and about 4 mm in 
and receiving elements 
distances. Accordingly 



t order 



toZWaad^clai*^ (and its depended) ^ requires 

Both peaces are con^Ieteiy S Uent to reduced axial contact 
t the rejects is unsupported by the art and should be withdrawn. 



supported by the art. additional language that is 



SUMMAttv; 



Applicants beHeJve 
of Allowance for this 
telephone conference 
reached at the telephow 



P.O. Box 70250 
Oakland. CA 94612-0250 
(550) 961-8300 f 



Respectfully submitted, 

BEYER WEAVER & THOMAS, LLP 

Quin C. HoeUwarth 
Reg. No. 45,738 
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